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industry, the Wall Street Journal edi-
torial page. The Wall Street Journal 
editorial page has long been an indus-
try science-denial mouthpiece. They 
use the same playbook every time: one, 
deny the science; two, question the mo-
tives of reformers; and three, exag-
gerate the costs of reforms. 

For example, when scientists warned 
that chlorofluorocarbons could break 
down the atmosphere’s ozone layer, the 
Wall Street Journal ran editorials—for 
decades—devaluing the science, attack-
ing scientists and reformers, and exag-
gerating the costs associated with reg-
ulating CFCs. It turns out they were 
dead wrong. 

When acid rain was falling in the 
Northeast, the Wall Street Journal edi-
torial page questioned the science, 
claimed the sulphur dioxide cleanup ef-
fort was driven by politics, and said 
fixing it carried a huge price tag. Ulti-
mately, the Journal’s editorial page, 
after years of this, had to recant and 
admit that the cap-and-trade program 
for sulphur dioxide ‘‘saves about $700 
million annually compared with the 
cost of traditional regulation and has 
been reducing emissions by four mil-
lion tons annually.’’ 

Now, on climate change, the Journal 
is back to the same pattern: Deny the 
science, question the motives of cli-
mate scientists, exaggerate the costs of 
tackling carbon pollution. 

For decades, the Journal has been 
persistently publishing editorials 
against taking any action to prevent 
manmade climate change. On this, the 
editorial page said that by talking 
about civil RICO, I am trying to ‘‘forc-
ibly silence’’ the denial apparatus. 
Forcibly silence? First of all, against 
the billions of the Koch brothers and 
the billions of ExxonMobil, fat chance 
that I have much ‘‘force’’ to use. And 
silence? I don’t want them silent. I 
want them testifying in a forum where 
they have to tell the truth. 

Is the Journal really saying that in a 
forum where climate deniers have to 
tell the truth, their only response 
would have to be silence? Making them 
tell the truth ‘‘forcibly silences’’ them? 
The only thing civil RICO silences is 
fraud. 

By the way, the Journal editorial 
never mentions that the government 
won the civil RICO case against to-
bacco and on very similar facts. That 
would detract from the fable. Whom 
does the Journal cast as their victim in 
their fable? None other than Willie 
Soon, whom they said I singled out 
for—this is what they said—having 
‘‘published politically inconvenient re-
search on changes in solar radiation.’’ 
Politically inconvenient research. 

Actually, what is inconvenient for 
Dr. Soon is that the New York Times 
reported that he got more than half his 
funding from big fossil fuel interests 
such as ExxonMobil and the Charles 
Koch Foundation to the tune of $1.2 
million and didn’t disclose it. Dr. 
Soon’s research contracts even gave his 
industry backers a chance for comment 

and input before he published, and he 
referred to the papers he produced for 
them as ‘‘deliverables.’’ In case anyone 
listening doesn’t know this, that is not 
how real science works. Of course, none 
of this sordid financial conflict is even 
mentioned by the Wall Street Journal 
editorial page. They would rather pre-
tend that Dr. Soon is being singled out 
for ‘‘politically inconvenient’’ views. 
Please. 

It gets better. In the editorial, the 
role of neutral expert commenting on 
all of this goes to Georgia Tech’s Ju-
dith Curry. She offers the opinion that 
my ‘‘demand . . . for legal persecution 
. . . represents a new low in the 
politicization of science.’’ This is a par-
ticularly rich and conflict-riddled opin-
ion, as Ms. Curry is herself a repeat 
anti-climate witness performing regu-
larly in committees for Republicans 
here in Congress. Again, there is no 
mention of this interest of Ms. Curry’s 
in the Wall Street Journal editorial. 

The fossil fuel industry’s climate de-
nial machine rivals or exceeds that of 
the tobacco industry in size, scope, and 
complexity. Its purpose is to cast doubt 
about the reality of climate change in 
order to forestall moves toward cleaner 
fuels and to allow the Kochs and the 
Exxons of the world to continue mak-
ing money at everybody else’s expense. 
And the Wall Street Journal editorial 
page plays its part in this machine. 

Even though it is only the editorial 
page and not the Journal’s well-re-
garded newsroom, facts and logic are 
supposed to matter. Ignoring the suc-
cessful tobacco litigation, omitting the 
salient fact of Dr. Soon being paid by 
the industry involved in his research, 
and bringing in a climate denier as 
their neutral voice without even dis-
closing that conflict—I would like to 
see the Wall Street Journal editorial 
page get that editorial by the editorial 
standards of their own newsroom. 

So why all the histrionics on the far 
right? Why all the deliberate subter-
fuge between civil and criminal RICO? 
Why all the name-calling? Have we per-
haps touched a little nerve? Have we 
made the hit a bit too close to home? 
Maybe a civil RICO case is indeed plau-
sible and should be considered. Are the 
cracks in the dark castle of climate de-
nial as it crumbles beginning to maybe 
rattle the occupants? 

Whatever the motivation of the Wall 
Street Journal and other rightwing cli-
mate denial outfits, it is clearly long 
past time for this climate denial 
scheme to come in from the talk shows 
and the blogosphere and have to face 
the kind of truth-testing audience a 
civil RICO investigation could provide. 
It is time to let the facts take their 
place and let climate denial face that 
greatest legal engine ever invented for 
the discovery of truth. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
send a cloture motion to the desk for 
the Burr-Feinstein amendment No. 
2716. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the 
amendment No. 2716 to S. 754, a bill to im-
prove cybersecurity in the United States 
through enhanced sharing of information 
about cybersecurity threats, and for other 
purposes. 

Mitch McConnell, John Cornyn, Johnny 
Isakson, Richard Burr, John McCain, 
Shelley Moore Capito, Orrin G. Hatch, 
John Thune, Chuck Grassley, Pat Rob-
erts, John Barrasso, Jeff Flake, Lamar 
Alexander, Bill Cassidy, Deb Fischer, 
Susan M. Collins, Patrick J. Toomey. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
send a cloture motion to the desk for 
the underlying bill, S. 754. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on S. 754, an 
original bill to improve cybersecurity in the 
United States through enhanced sharing of 
information about cybersecurity threats, 
and for other purposes. 

Mitch McConnell, John Cornyn, Johnny 
Isakson, Richard Burr, John McCain, 
Shelley Moore Capito, Orrin G. Hatch, 
John Thune, Chuck Grassley, Pat Rob-
erts, John Barrasso, Jeff Flake, Lamar 
Alexander, Bill Cassidy, Deb Fischer, 
Susan M. Collins, Patrick J. Toomey. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate be in a period of morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

VOTE EXPLANATION 

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, on Sep-
tember 28, 2015, I was unable to vote on 
the motion to proceed to a short-term 
budget—continuing resolution—that, 
among other measures, denied tax-
payer funding to Planned Parenthood. I 
would have voted no. 

On September 30, 2015, I was unable 
to vote on final passage of a short-term 
budget—continuing resolution—to fund 
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